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Abstract
The correctional education classroom is typically a setting with a lot of challenges not
usually seen in typical K-12 schools. The need for literacy education in the correctional
setting is at an all-time high. Students are coming into correctional institutions with
reading levels sometimes two or more grade levels behind their non-incarcerated peers.
Educators in correctional settings have the ability to assess and provide exceptional
education to these students in the time that they are present. This means there needs
to be appropriate assessment to select the instruction or intervention that would be
best for the student. This thesis looks into previously implemented interventions to
assess their effectiveness within the unique setting of the correctional classroom.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
The United States of America has an ever-growing problem of mass
incarceration. More and more juveniles and adults are spending time in short- or longterm correctional facilities across the nation. This time is not only meant as a
punishment for wrongdoing, but historically, it was intended to be a time to prepare to
re-enter society in a productive manner. The correctional education setting is a unique
setting with a myriad of ever-changing problems. One of the biggest problems facing
inmates today is their ability to read at a level that gives them access to programs,
services, and jobs in the community upon their release. Approximately 68% of state
prison inmates did not receive their high school diploma (Harlow, 2003). It should be
noted that this number does not include individuals who have obtained a GED instead of
a high school diploma. Nevertheless, it is much harder to re-integrate into society and
hold a job that pays a living wage without a high school diploma or GED. In most
institutions, youth and adults who don’t hold a high school diploma or GED are given an
assessment to determine what their reading and math abilities are to determine if they
would be ready to take the GED tests. From this information, many inmates have a
lower reading ability that their non-incarcerated peers. According to research
completed by Drakeford (2002), detained adolescents at the secondary level have an
average reading ability around the fourth-grade level. Reading is an essential skill to be
able to comprehend a job posting, complete a resume, or even read the newspaper. It is
more critical than ever that educators continue to work on bridging the literacy gap with
the ever-growing prison population. Additionally, educators are asked to scale this
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challenge in a unique setting, usually with very little tools, support, and funding. This
thesis will suggest how to assess and provide appropriate interventions to incarcerated
youth and adults to increase their reading skills within the correctional setting.
Historical Context
The United States has seen a growing prison population. According to statistics
gathered by the Federal Bureau of Prisons (2021), the amount of adult federal prison
inmates from 1980 to 2021 has risen by approximately 129,000. This number has grown
steadily from 1980 to today and the trend appears to be continuing indefinitely.
Information compiled by Walmsley at the Institute for Criminal Policy Research (2018)
found that the United States has the highest international prison population with
2,121,600 individuals in prison. This is 470,000 more than China, which is second in the
world for incarceration. While the growing population is a huge concern for the United
States, an additional problem is the fact that individuals coming into correctional
settings tend to have less education than their peers in the general population
(Walmsley, 2018). Approximately 41% of individuals in prison settings have not
completed their high school diploma or passed their tests to obtain their GED (WolfHarlow, 2003). Comparatively, only 18% of adults nationwide have not completed their
high school diploma or GED. In 1980, the Civil Rights of Institutionalized Persons Act
(CRIPA) was passed to ensure inmates were given access to basic necessities such as
food, clothing, and education (Houchins et al., 2009). While education is a part of
inmates’ civil rights, there has been a history of non-compliance within correctional
facilities, especially when it comes to providing services for youth and adults with
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disabilities (Gagnon, 2010; Houchins, 2009). While mainstream schools seem to be
constantly changing their curriculum, practices, and instructional delivery, the
educational penal system is still a “frontier” (Gehring & Hollingsworth, 2002, p. 90).
Research is still being compiled on the best way to deliver education to a population
that is historically disadvantaged, transient, and downtrodden. This thesis delves into
the research that has been completed to review the best reading practices inside of
correctional institutions.
Unique Setting Mean Unique Problems
The correctional education setting as unique as it is varied. The setting could be
in a juvenile detention center where youth can be present for either days or months. It
could be in an adult jail where adults 21 and under may be working toward their
diploma. In those same facilities, adults of all ages can be working on reading, writing,
and math skills in the hopes that they will be present long enough to complete all four
of the tests and obtain their GED. It could also be in a prison setting where serious
lockdowns can occur without warning, restricting access to students and their
education. The Standards of Adult Correctional Institutions states that “academic and
personnel policies and practices are comparable to local jurisdictions” (Kohoe et al.,
2003, p. 149).
While the governing bodies of the various correctional institutions strive to
create the same equal access to education as the general population, it cannot be
overlooked that there are multiple different barriers that come with education in
correctional settings. One unique challenge is the omnipresence of correctional officers.
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Correctional officers’ aims include keeping all inmates and staff safe. Historically, this is
done through punitive measures; often resulting in the student leaving the classroom
for a period of time. This can sometimes clash with educators whose aim is to ensure
learning is happening and can permit minor infractions as long as learning is happening.
If both of these philosophies are present in the classroom, it can make for a confusing
power dynamic for the students and staff. Ultimately, the concerns of the safety
outweigh the concerns of the educational staff and this can result in a loss of
instruction.
An additional problem that is quite common is unforeseen lockdowns or
students removed from the classroom because of their temporary removal to
segregation. Each correctional facilities first priority is the safety of their inmates. When
the facilities perceive large-scale threats to the safety of the inmates or staff it can result
in a facility-wide lockdown. Most times, this means a pause in educational and other
programming for an unknown period of time. This obviously causes a disruption to the
flow of learning and can impact retention. Similarly, if the facility feels that an individual
inmate is at risk of harming themselves or others he or she can be placed in segregation.
Typically, short-term institutions don’t provide individual schooling for inmates when
they are placed in isolation. Again, this interrupts the flow of instruction and causes the
individual to miss out on potentially crucial information.
An additional barrier that is encountered in the correctional education setting is
the restricted access to technology, mainly the internet. Many institutions are still highly
restrictive in student’s access to technology and in some cases nonexistent (Brown &
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Rios, 2014). Most of the time, this is due to the facilities concern over the potential for
computer abuse as well as security breaches. While this can be regulated with the use of
intranets or monitoring programs such as GoGuardian, many facilities are still hesitant
to offer access to the internet. Brown and Rios (2014) found that “only 18 of Florida’s
126 correctional facilities were equipped with computer labs,” (p. 61). This does not
allow educators to give equal access to the educational curriculum that is expected from
the American Correctional Association.
All of these problems are in addition to the fact that students in correctional
institutions have a disproportionately high amount of academic, behavioral, and mental
health concerns (Gagnon et al., 2008; Gagnon et al., 2012). Additionally, these students
are more likely be diagnosed with a learning disability and/or identified with an
emotional or behavioral disorder (McCray et al., 2017). Educators in these institutions
are faced with multiple different problems every day and are still expected to produce
reading growth gains with sometimes very little training or support. This thesis is meant
to compile and add to the research that has already been done to encourage educators
to explore interventions that can possibly be a tool in their already diversified and full
toolbox.
Research Questions and Rationale
It is clear that there is a problem in the correctional institutions with inmates and
their incoming reading levels. Educators in correctional settings only have a short
amount of time, resources, and can encounter other unforeseen obstacles such as
lockdowns, conflicts with correctional staff, and an ever-changing class list. A guiding
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question of this thesis is what evidence-based interventions have been assessed
specifically for youth and adults who are incarcerated. It is intended to add to the
conversation that has already been started in regards to how can educators provide the
best reading education in a short amount of time with the current resources of each
different facility. This thesis and accompanying presentation is a tool that is meant for
reflection and customization for each different correctional institution in the hopes that
the educators will select an appropriate reading intervention for the student and facility.
Definition of Terms
Throughout this thesis there will be several reoccurring terms. To ensure there is
clarity throughout the paper these terms will be defined. This thesis is about adult and
students in incarceration. In this paper, incarceration is referring to the state of being
confined in jail, prison, or a detention facility. A prison is defined as a residence for
individuals convicted of a serious crime who are expected to remain in long-term
incarceration. On the other hand, a jail is a residence for individuals currently waiting for
trial or serving time for minor crimes. This can be considered short-term placement.
Detention centers is a term that refers to jails, prisons, and youth facilities. The people
residing within these various correctional institutions will be referred to as inmates or
detainees. Lastly, this paper will refer to stakeholders. Stakeholders are educational and
correctional staff, students, family members, wardens, and other individuals who are
invested in the educational success of inmates.
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Application Project
While gathering information is important, it is equally important that this
knowledge be shared with stakeholders to bring about change within the correctional
setting. This thesis is meant to be accompanied by a slide presentation that is designed
to be given to a large group of educational and correctional personnel. It is intended to
be a guide for juvenile facilities, jails, prisons, and other correctional institutions.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Literature Search Procedures
The purpose of Chapter Two is to review the current literature on the
implementation of various literacy interventions within different correctional
institutions. Ultimately, the purpose of this literature review is to help inform decisions
on which approach will be the best to use at a particular correctional facility. This
chapter examines the different interventions in which literacy instruction has been
implemented for students of all ages within the correctional institution, including: the
Corrective Reading Program, READ 180, other less common interventions, and the use
of technology to teach reading. Chapter Two also examines the characteristics of various
correctional institutions and teaching staff to give an accurate picture of what
correctional schools are currently offering nationwide to help meet students’ needs in
reading. To locate the literature for this thesis, searches of Education Journals, ERIC,
Academic Search Premier, and EBSCO MegaFILE were conducted for publications from
1995-2020. This list was narrowed by only reviewing published empirical studies from
peer-reviewed journals that focused on reading and literacy programs that targeted
students in correctional facilities. The key words that were used in these searches
included “literacy programs in corrections,” “reading interventions for incarcerated
individuals,” “technology and reading in detention centers,” and “reading literacy.”
The Corrective Reading Program
Many of the current studies on increasing students’ reading abilities within
correctional facilities have involved The Corrective Reading (CR) program as the primary
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reading intervention. This direct instruction reading program was created for students in
grades three through adulthood who are behind the reading level of their peers.
Created by McGraw Hill (2008), this intervention “delivers tightly sequenced, carefully
planned lessons that give struggling students the structure and practice necessary to
become skilled, fluent readers and better learners” (para. 1). This program is meant to
promote reading accuracy through decoding, fluency, and reading comprehension. Six
studies were reviewed to determine if the Corrective Reading program was beneficial in
increasing the reading abilities of students in correctional facilities.
The first study reviewed was completed by Allen-DeBoer et al. (2006) and sought
to determine the effectiveness of the Corrective Reading Program specifically on
students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) within a Juvenile Correctional
Facility (JCF). This study was specifically designed to determine the impact the CR
program would have on a student’s oral reading fluency. This study was very cognizant
of the constraints many teachers face in correctional settings and found an intervention
that “can be employed quickly and effectively owing to the transient nature of the
student population” (Allen-DeBoer et al., 2006, p. 19).
The Allen-DeBoer et al. (2006) study was conducted in a juvenile correctional
facility in the Midwest that also had a mental health treatment component, specifically
for juveniles with Emotional Behavioral Disorder (EBD). Four students were selected for
this study based on their reading levels, as determined by the Gates-MacGinitie reading
test. The four students’ reading fluency ranged from fourth grade and one month to the
fifth-grade level. After students were selected and agreed to participate in the study,
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they were again assessed to see where they should begin in the Corrective Reading
program based on the Decoding Reading Placement Test.
Direct instruction was provided to the four students in the amount of 30 minutes
per day, five days per week, for a total of 10 weeks. In addition to the reading program,
students were still participating in their special education reading class, which took
place five days per week for fifty minutes per day. The Corrective Reading curriculum
instruction was provided by one of two doctoral students. Due to scheduling conflicts,
students and the doctoral student would work in a one-on-one setting daily.
The Corrective Reading program is a highly structured program that slowly
increases students’ reading skills through a scripted, fast-paced format that is meant to
keep the students engaged. The instructors would start each 30-minute section with a
word attack component where the student was asked to sound out phonemic sounds or
words. The students would then read a passage from a book that worked on the same
phonemic sounds and words as previously learned. This took approximately 15 minutes
per session. The final part of the intervention typically involved students working in their
workbook; however, this study chose to leave out the workbook activity and instead
have students take a one-minute oral reading fluency probe. This data was tracked as
part of the student’s progress. Weekly, students would get to see their graphs and check
for improvement.
This study conducted by Allen-DeBoer (2006) revealed that each of the four
students showed steady growth over time in their oral reading fluency. On average,
students increased their oral reading fluency by 36 words per minute and decreased
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their error rate by two words per minute. Gains were also made in students’ reading
comprehension between 0.3 to 4.1 grade levels over the course of 10 weeks. These
gains were impressive due to the short amount of time per day the students were
getting instruction as well as the short duration of the reading program.
This study is not without its limitations. First, it is important to note that this is a
small study that is not generalizable to most other programs. Another limitation is the
fact that the intervention was provided in a one-on-one setting by someone outside of
the correctional facility. It is likely that most correctional facilities would not have access
to a doctoral student to provide daily reading instruction to students. As previously
mentioned, it is not always likely that correctional facilities will have the personnel to
provide individual interventions to all students who need them, especially in adult
institutions where the staff to inmate ratio are much greater. In addition, this study was
designed for students with the label of EBD, without focusing on the other possible
disability categories that occur in correctional settings. It is well documented that
students within correctional facilities, both with and without disabilities, are behind the
reading level of their non-incarcerated peers (Drakeford, 2002; McCray et al., 2018;
Shippen et al., 2012). A question for future research would be if the Corrective Reading
program is beneficial to students without disabilities and students with disability
categories outside of EBD.
Another study that closely mirrors the one completed by Allen-DeBoer et al.
(2006) is a study completed by Drakeford in 2002. This study is an exemplar for all the
newer studies to model when researching literacy and correctional education. In the
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study, Drakeford (2002) sought to answer the following essential question: What impact
does an intensive literacy program (The Corrective Reading program) have on the oral
reading fluency of incarcerated youth? In this study, all 6 students had a current
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) or had an IEP in the past.
Drakeford (2002) completed the study at a youth center for committed and
detained youth in Maryland. Students were screened before being selected for the
treatment group. All six students were selected due to the fact that their Wide Range
Achievement Test (WRAT) and Corrective Reading Placement test were at or below the
25th percentile.
Similar to the study conducted by Allen-DeBoer et al. (2006), students were
given the Corrective Reading Program as the intervention with the hope of increasing
their oral reading fluency. The intervention was given in a small group setting (three
students) three times per week for 60 minutes each session, for a total of eight weeks.
The majority of the instruction time was focused on decoding work and letter
identification with one minute at the end for an oral reading fluency passage.
The study completed by Allen-DeBoer et al. (2006) and Drakeford were similar in
nature and also similar in results. The data found by Drakeford (2002) was that all six
students made positive gains in their oral reading fluency. Based on the oral reading
fluency passages that were completed at the end of every session, Drakeford (2002) saw
students increase their correct words read per minute from a minimum of four correct
words per minute to 17 correct words per minute. Additionally, a baseline was also
completed prior to the intervention which showed that students’ oral reading fluency
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remained neutral before the implementation of the intervention. This reveals that it was
the implementation of the intervention that was responsible for the growth in oral
reading fluency.
In addition to measuring student’s oral reading fluency, Drakeford (2002)
measured students’ perceptions of reading to see if they had changed after receiving
the intervention. Based on a pre and posttest measure completed, most students
“expressed interest in returning to school, finding employments, reading independently,
and possibly obtaining a General Education Development Certificate (GED)” (Drakeford,
2002, pp. 142-43).
Another study that examined the effects of the Corrective Reading program
specifically for students with disabilities is the 2004 study conducted by Sarriato and
Ashara. This study targeted teenagers living in a correctional treatment facility who
were labeled with an Emotional or Behavioral Disorder (EBD) or a Learning Disability
(LD). The aim of this study was to see if students made significant gains in their reading
scores versus the control group, which was receiving instruction in a Reading Strategies
Class. Sarriato and Ashara (2004) specifically wanted to see the impact the Corrective
Reading program had on comprehension, word attack, and word identification.
The Corrective Reading intervention was given to four qualifying students who
were significantly below their grade reading level based on the Woodcock Reading
Mastery Test (WRMT). The intervention was given in a small group four times per week
for 45 minutes a session. This resulted in a total of 180 instructional minutes per week.
This intervention took place for a total of 19 weeks. The five students in the control
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group participated in a reading strategies class that used a curriculum that was
developed by a reading specialist and English teacher that were part of the school. The
reading strategies class met two times per week for 60 minutes per session.
Additionally, these students participated in a special education reading class for 225
minutes per week. The control group had a total of 345 minutes per week in reading
instruction.
Sarriato and Ashara (2004) found that 60 percent of the students receiving the
Corrective Reading program made moderate to large gains in their Reading Mastery Test
scores. Alternatively, none of the students in the control group made gains when
comparing their pre-test and post-test. Shockingly, they found that 19% of the sub-test
showed zero to no change, 25% showed near zero losses, and the remaining 57%
showed moderate to large losses. This is most surprising since the control group of
students received approximately 165 fewer minutes per week in reading instruction.
While this study is from 2004, it does help to add to the discussion of effective
literacy programs for youth within juvenile correctional schools. The study was very
small and not generalizable to many different settings due to the nature of the study.
Although this study solely focused on students with different disability labels, it would
be important in the future to determine if the Corrective Reading program would have
the same effect on students not receiving special education services.
A fourth study on the Corrective Reading program was completed by Malmgren
and Leone (2000). They studied the effect that the Corrective Reading program would
have on the reading abilities of youth in a detention facility on the East Coast. While this
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study is similar in nature to the studies conducted by Allen-DeBoer (2006), Drakeford
(2002), and Sarriato (2004), this study measured reading growth for students with and
without disabilities.
Malmgren and Leone’s (2000) study aimed to examine the impact that the
Corrective Reading program, and other well-researched practices, would have on the
oral reading fluency and comprehension levels of students in a detention center in
Maryland. There are several noticeable differences in this study versus the studies that
were previously reviewed.
The first difference is the fact that Malmgren and Leone (2000) used Corrective
Reading along with other well researched practices to deepen the information gained
from the Corrective Reading curriculum. Participants in this study spent an average of 1
hour and 30 minutes each day completing decoding and comprehension instruction, per
the direction of the Corrective Reading curriculum. The instructors also spent time with
whole language reading instruction that included reciprocal tutoring by peers. This
practice placed an emphasis on summarizing and predicting. This is not a scripted part
of the CR curriculum. Additionally, each group listened to a story as read by the
instructor. Again, this was not a part of the CR structured lesson, but it is a wellresearched practice that Malmgren and Leone (2000) used to supplement the students’
learning.
Another noticeable difference was the amount of time spent on the reading
intervention. While Allen-DeBoer (2006) and Drakeford (2002) spent approximately 3060 minutes per session on instruction, Malmgren and Leone (2000) spend two hours
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and 50 minutes per session. While the study conducted by Allen-DeBoer (2006) lasted
for a total of 10 weeks and the study conducted by Drakeford (2002) lasted for eight
weeks, the study completed by Malmgren and Leone (2000) lasted six weeks. The idea
behind the six-week span was that this is instruction that can be implemented during
the summer school session.
A final noticeable difference from the studies completed by Allen-DeBoer (2006)
and Drakeford (2002) was the make-up of students. A total of 45 students were able to
be participate in the Malmgren and Leone (2000) study as their reading pre-test scores
were 2/3 of a standard deviation below the mean. It should be noted that all 45
students were African-American. Additionally, not all students were receiving special
education services. A total of 20 students (44.4%) were receiving special education
services in various disability categories. Comparatively, in the general education system
approximately 10% of students are identified with an educational disability.
While there were many differences between the study done by Malmgren and
Leone (2000) and the three previous studies, there were some commonalities found
within their results. Malmgren and Leone (2000) found that all 45 students made gains
in all four subtest areas (rate, accuracy, passage, and comprehension). Allen-DeBoer
(2006), Drakeford (2002), and Sarriato (2004) all saw varying degrees of improvement in
the area of reading fluency. However, it should be noted that Malmgren and Leone did
not find statistical significance in the area of reading comprehension. While all students
made gains in their reading, these students were still in the first percentile when
compared with their grade level equivalent peers. While it is important to employ
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intense reading instruction for students within juvenile correctional schools, more work
still needs to be done to ensure students continue to make progress towards grade level
standards.
While most of the previously mentioned studies were small in nature and
analyzed detention centers in a particular state, Houchins et al. (2008) attempted to
study the effects of the Corrective Reading program across three regions of the United
States. The primary question of this group of researchers was to see the effects of the
Corrective Reading intervention on students’ reading abilities; however, a secondary
question was to see if they could determine a difference in reading scores based on the
size of the reading group. While the researchers sought to replicate the study on
Corrective Reading between the three different administration sites, there were a few
differences in when the intervention was to be administered. Some students received
the intervention as part of their school day while other students received the
intervention between treatment groups after the school day was finished. Houchins et
al. (2008) designed the study so that all participants in the treatment group would
receive one hour of instruction three times per week for a total of 12 weeks. This study
utilized the Corrective Reading program as the primary intervention focused in word
study, but they also used the Monitoring of Basic Skills (Fuchs et al., 1997) reading
passages to assist with reading fluency as well as the Read Naturally program (Ihnot,
2002) for increasing comprehension. Students who were randomly assigned to control
groups received English language instruction that was meant to “resemble the type of
classroom size and teacher participant ratio typical in juvenile corrections educational
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programs” (Houchins et al., 2008, p. 74) which they determined was a ratio of
approximately 1:12.
Due to issues with attrition and with sustaining the research program, Houchins
et al. (2008) had to analyze the data separately and were not able to compare the
differences between the treatment and control groups among the different sites. Site 1
was a correctional facility in one of the Mid-Atlantic states and they were only able to
support the research program for a total of seven weeks. Houchins et al. (2008) found
that between the treatment and control groups, the only significant difference that was
found was on Word Attack (decoding skills) and the rest of the subtests differences
were minimal and/or negative gains.
The other two sites, Southwest and Southeast, were able to administer the full
36 sessions as designed; they found more significant differences between the treatment
and control groups. The second site, the Southwest site, also struggled with attrition,
but the group decided to increase the amount of instruction from three days per week
to five days per week in order to meet the original goal of 36 total sessions. Since they
were able to nearly double the amount of instructional sessions of the first site, the
Southwest site saw more significant results between the treatment and control groups.
At the Southwest site, the treatment group made greater gains than the control group
on the Woodcock Word ID and Work Attack test as well as the DORF 3 and 5. The
control group made greater gains on the DORF 4.
At the Southeast site, the instruction was able to be carried out as originally
planned. The researchers found that both the treatment and control groups were able
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to make gains across all post-test measures. However, the treatment group was able to
make greater gains on the Woodcock Word Identification and Word Attack tests as well
as the DORF 3 and 4. It should be noted that, in the Southwest site, the control group
made greater gains on the GSRT and DORF 5. Houchins et al. (2008) discussed a number
of problems that were encountered across all three sites that made the completion of
this study more difficult. Despite the difficulties they encountered, they were able to
add to the research that has already been established as they found significant
differences between the pre and post-tests measured between the control and
treatment groups at the three different sites. They were able to expand that by finding
some evidence that instruction in a smaller group (approximately four students) is more
effective than instruction provided in a large group (approximately 12 students) for this
specific population. Houchins et al. (2008) believed that this is due to the fact that
instructors were able to work directly with students, better monitor student’s activities,
and provide immediate corrective feedback.
The last Corrective Reading study reviewed was a study completed by Shippen in
2008. This study aimed to compare the Corrective Reading program to the Laubach
Literacy Strategy to see which strategy would have a bigger effect on student’s reading
abilities. Unlike the other studies reviewed, Shippen’s (2008) study was administered to
adults in a medium security prison in Alabama.
The Corrective Reading program was created by McGraw Hill (2008) is a scripted
curriculum that focuses on sounding out unfamiliar words, reading passages, and
independent word work in a workbook. The Laubach Literacy method was originally
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created in the early 1900’s by Dr. Frank Laubach, primarily intended for adult learners
who have little to no reading skills (Delta Publishing, 2014). This method is a uniform,
step-by-step approach to reading that initially uses images which are eventually faded
over time (Delta Publishing, 2014). Another notable difference from the four previous
studies is the fact that Shippen (2008) used a total of 50 volunteers from the prison to
teach the Corrective Reading and Laubach method to students in a one-on-one tutoring
method. This was the first study to utilize other inmates as tutors. To be a tutor, inmates
had to read above a seventh-grade reading level, according to the Woodcock Reading
Mastery Test (Revised) and agree to participate in the study. In order to participate as a
student in this study, inmates had to score below a fifth grade reading level according to
the same measurement.
Shippen (2008) started with 60 students between the two treatment groups, but
due to attrition and release, only 27 students were able to complete the pre-test,
intervention, and post-test. Of those 27 students, 14 participants were students and 13
were tutors. Students and tutors met in one-on-one tutoring sessions two times a week
for one hour and 30 minutes per session. This was completed over the course of six
months.
Shippen (2008) summarizes that gains were made across both treatment groups,
although there was no significant differences between the Corrective Reading program
and the Laubach Literacy method. On average, students were able to gain one year of
grade level equivalent growth over the course of six months. The highest area of growth
for students was in the area of word attack, with a mean grade equivalence change of
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4.1. The lowest area of growth for students was in word identification, with a mean
change of .8 grade level equivalency. Comprehension was the third area to be examined
and students made an average of 2.0 grade level change from pre to post-test. Shippen
(2008) also studied the growth of the three reading areas (comprehension, word attack,
and word identification) for the tutors. The tutors saw an average of 2.1 grade level
equivalency growth in the area of word identification, 1.3 grade levels in word attack,
and 1.1 grade levels in comprehension.
While there was no discernable difference between the Laubach Literacy
method and the Corrective Reading model, Shippen (2008) did something unique by
using inmates to tutor other inmates. While inmates can be harder to coordinate and
train than staff, Shippen found that it can be mutually beneficial for both the tutor and
the student to increase their reading skills. This can also be less taxing on institutions
that have a high staff to inmate ratio and aren’t able to provide one-on-one support for
reading programs. This study demonstrates that reading growth can be made in adults
when the opportunity is provided. However, it should be noted that while students
made gains in their reading, many were still not able to participate in the GED program
as their reading level was below the required sixth grade reading level.
The Corrective Reading program demonstrated that it is effective in increasing
the reading level of students across various states, ages, and institutions in the United
States. Most of the students have made growth specifically in the area of reading
fluency and word attack. While reading fluency is important, the Corrective Reading
program has only demonstrated minimal gains in the area of reading comprehension for
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inmates. Reading comprehension is an essential skill that is needed for students to gain
employment, sign contracts, and navigate the social world upon their release. It will be
important to see if other studies specifically target reading comprehension versus
fluency. Although many of these studies have demonstrated that students made gains in
their reading, many are still well behind the grade levels of their peers (Malmgren &
Leone, 2000; Shippen, 2008). It is clear that reading interventions should continue as
long as the student is invested and making progress on their reading or until they are
released or complete the reading intervention.
READ 180 Interventions
Several studies also looked at the effects of the Read 180 program on the
reading abilities of students within correctional facilities. The READ 180 intervention is a
program designed for struggling readers between fourth through twelfth grade who are
two or more years behind the reading level of their peers. This is an empirically based
intervention that promotes increased reading achievement by providing instruction
through various formats: whole group, small group, and independent instruction on
technology. READ 180 is designed to be delivered through daily sessions administered
for 90 minutes per session. This section will be a review of two studies that have
examined the effect that the READ 180 program had on students’ reading.
One of the more recent studies was a study done by Houchins et al. published in
2018. The main purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of the Read
180 program on incarcerated adolescents. They specifically wanted to see if there was
any difference in the reading abilities (decoding, fluency, passage comprehension, and
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language abilities) between a treatment group receiving the READ 180 program and a
control group receiving regular English language instruction within a Juvenile
Correctional Facility (JCF).
This study was completed in a southwestern state that houses approximately
500 inmates. The intervention was administered for approximately 110 minutes per day,
five days per week, for a total of 31 weeks. A total of 464 male students between the
age of 12-18 participated in the study; either as part of the treatment or control group
through random assignment. A total of 225 students made up the treatment group,
while 239 students were in the control group. Of the total number of students, 48.6%
were African American, 39.3% were Caucasian, and 12.1% were Hispanic or other.
Additionally, 43% of the student had an IEP. It should be noted that this study did not
break down students into their various disability categories.
The intervention group met five days per week for 110 minutes a session. These
sessions typically incorporated the following schedule as recommended by the READ
180 program: 20 minutes of whole group instruction, 60 minutes of stations work, and
10 minutes of whole-group instruction with the intent to wrap-up what was learned that
day. The 20 minutes of whole-group instruction focused on the instructor teaching
academic vocabulary, reading strategies, grammar and writing skills. The 60 minutes of
stations work was broken down into three, 20 minute sections: small group instruction
provided by in the instructor, computer based instruction, and individual reading time.
This structure and the use of technology for assessment and monitoring is meant to give
students practice at their own instructional level.
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The control group was also provided with 110 minutes of instruction five days
per week for 31 weeks. This instruction was teacher-led with grade level materials
provided to the students by a general education teacher. Typically, students would
engage in class by doing one or more of the following activities: journaling, review of
previous lessons learned, silent reading, choral reading, answering comprehension
questions based on the text, worksheet activities, and written assignments. In addition,
these students also participated in technology instruction from New Century Learning
System to help students with decoding, vocabulary, and comprehension. (Houchins et
al., 2018)
Houchins et al. (2018) found that both treatment and control groups made
statistically significant growth in broad reading, letter-word identification, oral
comprehension, passage comprehension, and reading fluency. More specifically,
significant comprehension differences were found in favor of the treatment group.
Houchins et al. (2018) focused on reading comprehension versus oral reading fluency
and they determined that students were able to increase their comprehension scores.
Houchins et al. (2018) was ground-breaking in their approach to this study in
their use of random assignment to place students either in the treatment or control
group. This is something that has not been done frequently with this population.
Additionally, this study was very large in size with a total of 464 students. The
intervention was provided over the course of 31 weeks, which is considered lengthy
when compared to other studies previously analyzed in this thesis. Lastly, Houchins et
al. (2018) also scrutinized the data in various ways in regards to student’s race, disability
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status, use of psychotropic medications, and their psychological functioning which is a
more holistic analysis of the students and what could be impacting their reading scores.
Another study done in a correctional facility to examine the effects of the
Scholastic Read 180 program was completed in 2010 by Zhu et al. This was a study that
sought to increase the reading comprehension of students in seven correctional schools
across the state of Ohio.
Zhu et al. (2010) had a pool of 710 students who were eligible to receive the
READ 180 curriculum based on the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) and the California
Achievement Test (CAT) that was taken as a baseline. The SRI is intended to measure
reading comprehension through a computer based assessment. These 710 students
were then randomly assigned to the treatment or control group. The treatment group
received 90 minutes per day in structured READ 180 instruction for approximately 10
weeks. This instruction followed the same prescribed format that is recommended by
READ 180: whole group, individualized learning, computer activities, small group, and
wrap up. The students who received the control group received 45 minutes of a
traditional English class that varied across the seven different high schools.
The results of the study done by Zhu et al. (2010) found that there was a
significant positive impact on the students reading growth between the treatment and
control groups. On average, students in the READ 180 program gained an average of 16
SRI points after the completion of each term. This led to a gain of approximately 70-80
SRI points within one academic year.
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The READ 180 program is widely used across K-12 schools in the United States
with proven results (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt Corporate, 2021). It is used because of
the whole group, small group, and individual instruction that aims to increase student’s
reading comprehension and fluency. While the READ 180 program seems to be a
promising intervention for students who are behind their peers in reading
comprehension, there is limited data to formulate a conclusion that this would be the
same for students in incarceration. Future research should focus on the READ 180
program and its ability to increase the reading comprehension of incarcerated students
of all ages and disability categories.
Less Common Reading Interventions
While there were multiple studies completed for Corrective Reading and READ
180, there were many other studies completed that used less common interventions.
These interventions were either created by the researcher or interventions that were
proven to be effective with a separate population of students. A total of five studies
were reviewed to determine their effect on the reading abilities of incarcerated
students.
A study completed by Coulter in 2004 drew upon methods from both the
Corrective Reading program as well as the Direct Instruction Reading intervention. This
study was designed for students who had reading skills above the second-grade level.
The purpose of this study was for students to increase their reading skills, specifically in
the areas of vocabulary, word identification, and decoding skills. Coulter (2004) wanted
to use novels that were high interest, easily accessible, and at the learner’s instructional
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level as this is something that can easily be replicated across other correctional facilities
throughout the nation.
This instruction relied on tutors to select novels that they perceive are
interesting to the students and at their instructional reading level. A tutor would select
three novels, one at the reading level they believed the student to be at, one that is a
slightly higher level, and one at a slightly lower reading level. The tutor would then scan
through the novel to find a passage that seemed to represent the degree of difficulty
found in that particular novel. The tutor would then select the paragraph (or small
section of the passage) they believed that the student was able to read with 92-95%
accuracy. The rest of the passage was then divided into daily readings depending on the
students’ current skill levels.
After the selection and division of the passage, the tutor would pre-teach a
reading list of approximately 10-15 difficult words that would be found in an upcoming
passage. These words were taught the day before they would appear in the reading and
then reviewed the day after they were read. The tutor would say the word and the
student would repeat the word, spell the word, and repeat the word again. If any of the
words were incorrect, the process was repeated. After all the words in the list were read
correctly, the student then defined each word. Next, students were asked to read the
selected passage aloud. Students were asked to read the passage with 98% accuracy. If
the student read the passage with 98% accuracy or higher, the student would give a
summary of what they read and move onto the next section. If the student was not able
to meet the error limit, they were asked to read the passage again. This was continued
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until the student was able to meet the 98% threshold. Next, the student completed a
one minute oral reading fluency passage. The student then tracked their correct words
per minute on graph paper. This was to gather data as well as to show the student his or
her growth over time. Finally, the tutor showed the student words that were incorrect
on index cards and taught the correct pronunciation and definitions. These words were
to be reviewed until they were correct three times. After the word was correct it could
be retired.
Coulter (2004) found that students were able to triple the correct number of
words per minute versus the growth that was expected on their oral reading fluency
passages. The study found that students needed to participate in a minimum of 10
sessions in order to see growth. Students who were able to participate in 21 to 31
sessions were able to improve an average of 1.5 grade levels in their reading fluency
scores. Coulter gave an example of one student who had the approximate reading grade
level of 1.9 who was able to complete a total of 48 sessions. While this student showed
little to no growth in the Gray Oral Reading Test (GORT) subtests, he was able to
increase his correct words per minute from 64 to 84 correct words read per minute
after the completion of the 48 sessions. This is another study that proved that students
can increase their oral reading fluency given direct instruction and coaching. However,
this method seems to be taxing on the tutor and relies on arbitrary guesswork on the
students’ reading interests, reading levels, and passage selection. Many of the other
models reviewed have been scripted and prescribed, which removed a lot of prep time
for the instructor. While this intervention may be a taxing process initially, it can be
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beneficial as this is a method that could be used at almost any institution that has access
to a variety of books.
A more recent study was completed by Shaw and Berg in 2009. This study
desired to see if a word study literacy approach would have a positive effect on spelling
ability and ultimately, show a positive increase in student’s reading abilities. The word
study approach is founded on orthographic research, which is the understanding and
knowledge of words and word parts. Word study focused on thinking about “how words
work and encourages students to generalize findings about words that can be applied to
learning new words” (Shaw et al., 2009, p. 102).
This intervention was completed in a jail over the course of four, two-week
sessions. Inmates volunteered to take part in this intervention and they were then
placed into groups based on their current reading skills. A total of 44 inmates were able
to participate in the study, however, only 33 of the inmates were able to complete the
post-test for various reasons.
Students would meet daily with instructions to go through three parts of the
lesson. First, the group would review the learning from the previous day. Then, inmates
were given a quiz to track progress. The quiz consisted of asking students to spell 4-8
words that followed a similar pattern as the pattern previously learned. The final part of
the lesson was to introduce the new concept through a word sort. Inmates sorted
various words into different categories based on their patterns and generalizations.
Once the words were sorted, inmates were asked to write the words into their
notebook and then were able to resume their daily schedule.
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Shaw et al. (2008) wanted to see the increase in student’s spelling as well as
their reading fluency. Additionally, the researchers had the inmates complete a
questionnaire in how they view themselves as spellers and readers. The researchers did
find that there was a correlation between reading and spelling ability, which added to
the current research. However, the most noteworthy aspect of this study was that 80%
of inmates said that they have more confidence as readers due to this intervention.
Another study completed that has a primary intervention based on the Orton
Gillingham method of reading was completed in 2018 by Robinson. This study was
based on the Pure and Complete Phonics (PCP) intervention, which is grounded in the
Orton Gillingham theory of phonics and introductory reading. The PCP method was
originally designed for students with learning disabilities as it encompasses direct,
explicit, and multi-sensory instruction that is meant to teach the 26 letters of the
alphabet as well as their 103 various sounds. This program is scripted and sequenced to
help students increase their reading, specifically targeting students’ fluency, decoding,
and spelling.
Robinson (2018) had a total of 41 inmates who volunteered to be part of the
study and who had the required reading level of fifth grade or below based on their Test
of Adult Basic Education (TABE) scores. This study was conducted in five adult
institutions across the Midwest. This was one of the first studies examined in this thesis
that included data from women inmates. Students were randomly placed in either the
treatment or control group for the entire 15-week period of the study. Trained
instructors were asked to teach PCP to students every day of the week for an hour each
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time, for a duration of 15 weeks. Students in the control group received instruction in
their regular education English class.
The results found that students who received the PCP instruction were able to
increase their reading scores (in reading real words, non-real words, and reading rate)
versus the control group whose scores from pre-test to post-test remained stagnant.
There was no statistical significance found in the changes in students’ spelling. A
promising component of the study done by Robinson (2018) was the fact that their
intervention contained a multi-sensory element to the instruction. It has been
demonstrated that learning word sounds and parts both orally and visually, combined
with the physical aspect of writing the letter, was a very effective way for students in
the elementary grades to remember word sounds and parts (Joshi et al., 2002).
Robinson (2018) added to the research that this method was also effective for adults in
correctional reading programs.
A study done by Warnick and Caldarella (2016) wanted to add to this research by
studying the effect a multi-sensory intervention and its’ impact on delinquent youth.
This study utilized the Spelling and Reading with Riggs program that is also based on the
Orton Gillingham model of reading instruction. The Spelling and Reading with Riggs
Website states the following:
The aim is to begin by teaching 71 correct spelling patterns to match the 45
‘elementary’ sounds of speech. They, and all else in this method, are taught
concurrently with letter formation through dictated instructions. Using brainbased, multi-sensory and direct instruction to fairly accommodate all learning
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styles, we have proven empirically that virtually all first graders can learn this
phonetic code in a few weeks. (As found at: riggsinst.org)
This method was chosen over other interventions as it was inexpensive and
required no formal teacher training.
The study was conducted at a residential facility for adjudicated youth in a
western region of the United States. This was an institution that accepted students who
all were diagnosed with a conduct disorder and had some level of criminal involvement.
A total of 20 students were selected to partake in the study out of a total of 120
students at the facility. These 20 students were selected because their reading subtest
on the Woodcock Johnson Tests of Achievement was below the 25 th percentile.
All twenty students were randomly assigned to either the treatment or the
control group with a total of ten students in each group. The treatment group was given
the Spelling and Reading with Riggs intervention for 50 minutes per day, five days per
week, for a total of eight weeks. The control group received the same amount of
instruction in their general or special education reading classes as provided by the
facility. The general education English class did not offer any phonics instruction.
Warnick et al. (2016) concluded that there were significant gains made by the
treatment group. Ultimately, the treatment group gain scores were three times those of
the control group in the area of word identification, six times higher in the area of word
attack, and surprisingly, 20 times higher in passage comprehension. This is surprising
due to the fact that the Spelling and Reading with Riggs program primarily targets
phonics and reading fluency. It is also encouraging as it suggests that “improvement in
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higher level reading and comprehension skills that are important to overall reading
ability” (Warnick et al. 2016, p. 328).
While these studies all utilized different methodologies, all of the reading
interventions were based off of already proven reading strategies such as interventions
based on Orton Gillingham, Direct Reading Instruction, and word study. These studies
were able to find improvements in students’ oral reading fluency, work attack, and/or
reading comprehension. These interventions were selected due to the needs of the
students and the tools available to the institution.
Technology to Assist in Teaching Reading
While the use of technology has proven to be an effective way to teach certain
aspects of reading in K-12 schools, this is not an area that has been widely studied in
correctional facilities. There are a few reasons why this could be the case. First, this
could be due to the fact that the incarcerated population is often overlooked when it
comes to empirically based studies. There is a dearth of research for this population and
that has been addressed several times in many of the studies reviewed (Calderone et al.,
2009; McCray et al., 2018). Second, this could be due to that fact that many inmates
access to computers is still highly restricted, and in some cases nonexistent (Brown et
al., 2014). Many correctional institutions severely limit or restrict computer usage due
to the potential security breaches. In most cases, inmates’ use of computers cannot be
unmonitored. There have been a few studies that have attempted to see the effect of
computer-based reading programs on inmates reading skills. These studies will be
reviewed in this section.
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The first study to be reviewed was a study completed by Brown and Rios in 2014.
This study was specifically meant to increase students’ reading skills in order to prepare
them to enter the workforce. This was done through participation in a workplace
credentialing program. The workplace credentialing “produces a uniform certificate that
indicates a worker’s proficiency in reading, applied mathematics, locating information,
decision making, and communication and is meant to complement, not replace, a high
school diploma or a GED certificate” (Brown et al., 2014, p. 63).
The study used the Florida Ready to Work (FLRTW) program, which was created
based on the Worldwide Interactive Network Career Readiness courseware that is
meant to help students in three main areas: applied mathematics, reading for
information, and locating information. The study was completed at a work-release
center in Southwest Florida by a total of 53 men. These men volunteered for the study
and they had scored lower than the ninth grade level on any of the three subject areas
on the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE). After receiving the pre-test, inmates were
enrolled in the FLRTW courses: Applied Mathematics, Reading for Information, and
Locating Information. These three sections take approximately 60 to 70 hours to
complete. Students are able to work on this course at their own pace in the computer
lab. If any student scores below 50%, they meet with a teacher to go over what the
student can improve on. Then, when they are ready, they retake the course.
The results found by Brown et al. (2014) showed a significant difference in the
pre-test and post-test with an average grade level increase of 3.3 grade levels in their
reading abilities. Additionally, none of the inmates made zero gain or a negative gain.
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After finishing the Florida Ready to Work program, 13 of the men were able to score
above the ninth-grade level in the reading subject area of the TABE. This means that
these students were able to raise their grade-level scores so they can move onto the
next phase of their education which is to prepare to the GED test.
This was a study that found extraordinary results in the student’s ability to
increase their reading levels. This was done through mostly independent work on the
computer through the Florida Ready to Work program. Most students were able to
complete the coursework in under 100 hours. This is encouraging for adults as it helps
to prepare them to take their GED as well as gets them access to language, reading, and
math skills they will need in the workforce. While students were able to make gains in
their reading, several students were still below the required 9 th grade reading level to
enter a GED preparatory program.
A study completed by Shippen et al., (2012) wanted to see the impact of the Fast
ForWord program on the reading abilities of youth in a maximum security youth facility
in Alabama. The Fast ForWord program is a curriculum that is designed for middle and
high school students to improve their listening accuracy, phonological awareness, and
understanding of language structures through the use of video word games.
The study asked teachers and staff to recommend student who were identified
as low performers in reading. A total of 51 male youth were identified for the study.
Only 18% of these students were identified with a disability and the remaining students
were general education students. Once identified, students were placed into either a
treatment or control group through random assignment. A total of 27 students
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participated in the Fast ForWord program for 48 minutes per day for a total of 11 weeks.
The students in the control group participated in the general education English class for
the same duration of time.
After the 11 weeks, students were given three post-test measures: Test of
Written Spelling, Test of Word Reading Efficiency, and The Woodcock Reading MasteryTest. On the Test of Written Spelling, students in the treatment group made an average
gain of 1.96 from pre to post-test while the control group actually had a loss of 1.42. On
the Test of Word Reading Efficiency the treatment group made minimal gain of .41
while the control group made a substantial gain of 2.54. The last test, The Woodcock
Reading Mastery Test, saw a decrease of 1.26 for the treatment group and an increase
of 1.75 for the control group. This test also had students from the treatment group give
their perceptions of the Fast ForWord program in the form of a Likert Scale. The
majority of the students agreed or strongly agreed that they liked being part of the
program, that it helped them to be a better reader, and they would participate in this
program again (Shippen et al., 2012).
While there was positive responses from students in regards to their perceptions
of the Fast ForWord program, the only statistically significant growth was on the Test of
Written Spelling. Even though there was no specific skills improvement, Shippen et al.
(2012) did mention that the use of the Fast ForWord program was appealing for
educators in correctional settings due to the program’s ability to provide intense,
targeted instruction to the rotating population, the ability for the program to provide
individualized instruction, and it can help teachers to make data-based instructional
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decisions based on student’s movement throughout the program. While this program
might not be the best for improving student’s reading abilities, it certainly encourages
further studies to review the use of reading software and its impact on the reading skills
of students in correctional facilities.
Another study that used technology as a medium to increasing student’s reading
abilities was completed by Calderone et al., (2009), which utilized a program called Tune
into Reading (TIR). This is a “computer program that engages students with its
alternative format and its unique approach to reading through a musical medium”
(Calderone et al. 2009, p. 63). This method has previously proved successful with
struggling readers in the elementary, middle, and high school grades. This intervention
is primarily focused on increasing reading fluency and student motivation for reading,
which ultimately would result in increased comprehension. The TIR is unique as it was
adapted from other computer based curriculum that was meant to improve singing on
pitch. The TIR has over 600 songs that students sing into a microphone. Students sing
into the microphone and the computer program provides instant feedback on the pitch
and tone. This instant feedback “provides a fundamentally interactive experience that
promotes visual tracking, which encourages the student to improve pitch throughout
the song and during additional repeated singings (readings)” (Calderone et al., 2009).
This study was done across six correctional facilities in the southern United
States. A total of 103 students across the six facilities were able to participate and
complete the study. All students were male and in grades three through twelfth. A total
of 44 percent of the students were identified with a disability. The students in the
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treatment group (64 students in total) participated in the TIR program two times per
week for 45 minutes per session. This continued for a minimum of nine weeks. The 39
students in the control group participated in a similar reading program called FCAT
Explorer.
The Cloze assessment was used as a pre and post-test measure. This assessment
measures student’s fluency and comprehension through giving students a passage with
certain words omitted. Students would then select the correct missing word from drop
down options. If the grade level passage selected by the teacher was too hard, the
computer would produce a passage at one grade level lower. If the passage was too
easy, it would produce a passage at one grade level higher. When comparing Cloze
scores for the treatment and control groups, students in the treatment group were able
to make an average change of 1.52 points, while the control group was able to make a
change of .93 points from pre-test to post-test. This study also analyzed the data based
on the difference between the six schools, by race/ethnicity, and by disability status.
Calderone et al., (2009) concluded that there were gains experienced throughout all
groups, but the gains made by the treatment group, especially for Hispanic students
with disabilities, were significant. The authors concluded that there should be further
investigation on the impacts of the Tune into Reading for struggling students in the
juvenile justice system to see if the comprehension gains made from TIR are sustainable.
Another study that wanted to see the effect of a software programing on
student’s reading abilities was a study completed in 2014 by McCulley et al. This study
aimed to see the effectiveness of a text-to-speech software in increasing adult’s reading
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abilities to help them prepare to take the GED test. Computer assisted reading has been
effective in improving word recognition and fluency in younger readers, but it has not
previously been tested in the adult prison population. The thought behind the use of
text-to-speech software is that it allows students to hear the phraseology and
expression of the word while visually seeing the word. Additionally, the Kurzweil text-tospeech software also provided students with the ability to discover new vocabulary
words. Students can select unknown words and they are provided with a spoken
definition and proper pronunciation of the word. The text-to-speech method was part of
a blended classroom environment that also included direct instruction and coaching
from the instructors.
This study found a total of 34 adults (10 men and 14 women) who had not
received their high school diploma and scored between a 220 and 238 on the
Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System (CASAS). All 34 students were
offered two hours per day in a combination of direct instruction, coaching, and
technology application (Kurzweil Text-to-Speech software) for a total of five months.
This study wanted to see if students’ scores were increased in the pre to posttest assessment of the CASAS as well as students’ perception of the Kurzweil Text-toSpeech program. The mean score on the pre-test was 227.67. At the end of the fivemonth study, the students’ mean scores went up to 231.67 for a total gain of 5.36
points on the CASAS assessment. This means that students are more prepared to take
pre-GED classes, but not fully to the level that would be acceptable for most GED
preparatory classes.
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When it came to open ended questions, students were split on if the Kurzweil
program was easy to use: 32% said it was easy to use, 33% said it was difficult to use,
and the remaining percentage did not answer the question. It is interesting to note,
however, that 60% of students said they likes the screen-reader because they can go
back and re-read and get definitions. A few of the criticisms from students were that
there was not enough time to learn the computer software and the program was not
interactive enough. Teachers from the study echoed the same concerns as the students
and stated that “the technology was geared for very low-level readers who just enjoyed
working on a computer” (McCulley et al., 2014, p. 12). Teachers also added that the
biggest issue was not having access to the correct materials and/or not being able to
access the computers for various reasons (lockdown, computer malfunction, etc.).
McCulley et al. (2014) stated that there is more research that needs to be conducted in
regards to the text-to-speech effectiveness with the prison population.
While technology is widely used as a part of most K-12 schools, there are more
barriers to providing students in correctional facilities the same access to classroom
technology. There are several reasons that technology has not been largely used in
correctional facilities. One of the main concerns in the risk for a security breach without
proper monitoring. Additionally, facilities do not always have the funds to purchase the
computers and software needed. The previous studies have proven that some
computer-based curriculum can positively impact students reading abilities. However,
there are still more factors that need to be considered when planning to implement
computer-based reading programs including the recommendation that technology
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should not be the sole provider of reading instruction but instead, as part of a blended
learning model.
Characteristics of Reading Programs in Correctional Facilities
It is clear that reading is a priority for all students in correctional facilities who
have not obtained their high school diploma or GED. Many institutions across the United
States provide inmates with reading specific courses to help increase their literacy skills.
A lot of these institutions have things in common with each other and factors that aid in
the implementation of reading programs. This section will examine the characteristics
that make up correctional reading programs across the United States.
A 2014 study completed by Yan and Wilkerson wanted to get teacher’s
perspective on how they approach reading in correctional facilities across the Midwest.
They sought to know the characteristics of teachers and students in their facilities as
well as the reading instruction approaches and interventions that are implemented by
teachers and staff at these correctional schools.
A total of 15 teachers from 15 different facilities completed the survey. These
teachers were asked about their general education English classes where reading
instruction is provided and if they have an additional reading class for students who are
identified as struggling readers. The study found that 74% of the responding schools had
an additional or remedial reading class. This could be considered a pull-out class,
reading tutors, or special education services.
Within the general or specialized reading classes, teachers responded that they
spend an average of 30% of their instructional time in reading comprehension and
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25.5% of the time is spent on vocabulary development. The remainder of the time is
split between fluency (12.4%), phonological awareness (2.9%), and phonics (2.9%)
instruction.
Lastly, respondents were asked which curriculum they were providing (if any) to
their students in their reading classes. Of all the respondents, 53.5% of schools were
using Corrective Reading, 33.3% were using READ 180, and 20% were using a different
reading program (My Reading Coach and Reading Right). Two schools responded that
they were not using any sort of curriculum.
Yan et al. (2014) were encouraged by the fact that most of these schools had a
remedial reading program. However, they mentioned that these reading classes were
not for the appropriate amount of time to address the various reading deficits. It is
recommended that literacy instruction should be provided to struggling readers in the
amount of two to four hours per day with instruction built into English classes and other
content-area classes. The average minutes spent on reading was 43.7 minutes per day
for an average of three days per week. It is also concerning that so little time is spent on
decoding and fluency as that is needed for the readers who struggle the most with
reading. The authors recommended that more effort be placed into screening students
for appropriately leveled reading classes as well as additional time per day in specialized
reading instruction.
Yan and Wilkerson completed an additional study in 2017 to add depth to their
previous research. They completed a similar study as compared to their study
completed in 2014, but they were able to secure a total of 39 teacher responses. They
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asked many of the same questions as the previous study but added to their depth of
knowledge of reading programs in Midwest Juvenile Correctional Facilities.
The responders indicated that their reading classes took place an average of
three times per week for a total of 40 minutes. This is slightly less than was previously
reported in 2014. The teachers reported that they spent a majority of their time,
approximately 24.1 minutes per class period, on comprehension, 16.1 minutes in
vocabulary development, and 14.7 minutes in fluency instruction. Teachers reported
that they spent approximately only three minutes on phonological awareness and 2.7
minutes on phonics.
Yan and Wilkerson also wanted to identify what curriculum was being provided
within the reading classes. A total of 35.9% of the teachers identified that they did not
use a formal curriculum, but instead curriculum that had been self-developed. The most
commonly used curriculum was Corrective Reading with 15.4% of teachers utilizing this
curriculum. Other curricula in use was Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition
(10.3%), Reading Plus (7.7%), READ 180 (5.1%), Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies (2.6%),
Reciprocal Teaching (2.6%), and Student Team Reading and Writing (2.6%).
Yan and Wilkerson also asked teachers to rank the reading instructional practices
that they felt was the most effective. Individualized instruction was ranked as the most
effective practice, followed by positive reinforcement and vocabulary instruction.
Additionally, they asked teachers about culturally responsive strategies that are most
effectively incorporated into their reading classes and teachers replied that one of the
best practices was including strengths-based instruction. Teachers also commented that
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it was effective to include student-centered instruction and multidimensional
instruction.
This study found that schools were still providing only forty minutes of reading
instruction three times per week, which is well below what is recommended for
struggling readers. They also found that 39.5% of teachers have not used evidencebased curriculum in their classrooms. This is necessary to ensure students are making
progress with the time they are present within the correctional institution. It was
encouraging to see this study took into account culturally responsive practices that are
included within the reading classroom as this population is typically diverse.
A study that closely mirrored the aforementioned study was done by Wilkerson,
Gagnon, Mason-Williams, and Lane in 2012. This study was completed on a larger scale
across the United States with a total of 108 schools responding to the survey that was
sent out. Instead of being sent to all English and/or reading teachers, this survey was
sent specifically to special education teachers to see how they target the reading needs
of their student population.
Teachers were asked to respond about characteristics of their special education
reading classes. On average, schools reported that they provide about 67 minutes per
day of reading instruction. Common practices in the classroom included asking
comprehension questions while reading (93.6%of schools indicated frequent use of this
practice), arranging for students to work independently on reading work (82.4%), and
providing vocabulary instruction (80.6%). While reading comprehension is a very
important skills for students to learn, many students who struggle with reading continue
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to need support in decoding and fluency. A total of 22.2% of respondents indicated they
do not provide phonics instruction and 15.7% do not provide phonemic awareness
instruction. Teachers stated that they did use these techniques as they don’t believe this
meets the identified needs of students.
Teachers also responded to the question of which practices are never used in
their classrooms. The least commonly used reading practice is the utilization of
hypertext technology (57.4% of teachers indicated they never used this strategy). Also,
it is surprising to note that 41.7% of teachers don’t use computer software to aid in
vocabulary instruction due to a lack of resources. This is an issue as “many researchers
recommend its use to increase motivation of struggling adolescent readers” (Wilkerson
et al., 2012, p. 227).
While it is admirable that many teachers are providing vocabulary and reading
comprehension instruction to their adolescent readers, it is believed that there should
be more focus on students phonemic awareness, decoding, and fluency skills. One
element that is missing from this study is how teachers assess students to find their
identified reading needs. When this question is answered it could possibly help to
determine if these student need reading instruction in phonics and fluency or if perhaps
vocabulary and comprehension is the appropriate level for the students.

52
CHAPTER III: RESEARCH APPLICATION
This chapter reviews the research application materials that were created with
the intention of being used as professional development for educators and staff in
various correctional facilities. The purpose of this professional development
presentation is to help correctional facilities examine their current educational
programming including student needs and to help select a reading intervention program
that is appropriate for their students. These materials are meant to be presented to
those who can effect change within their educational programming including the
warden(s) and assistant wardens, school principals, general and special education
teachers, and GED teachers.
Appendix A starts with an overview of the presentation and the different
sections: assessment of facility and staff, assessment of student skills, previously used
interventions, and future considerations. This slide also poses the essential question for
the presentation, “What are the current reading needs of students in corrections and
how can those needs be meet in their current facility?” It is important to keep this
question in mind when reviewing these materials. It is the hope that this essential
question is fully met by the end of the presentation.
Slide four asks the participants to think about their current facility and what is
being done to address student’s reading needs. The participants will be given a handout
(Appendix B) with questions from the slides as well as some additional questions to
consider. This presentation is intended for all different facilities from juvenile
corrections to adult jails and prisons. However, this list is not exhaustive and there will
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be additional considerations for each program to contemplate. After briefly reviewing
the handout, the presenter will give participants time to work independently or with
their coworkers.
Slide six is meant to help participants think about the assets possessed by their
current staff as well as what staff think can help increase the reading instruction based
on what they see and experience. Appendix C is a survey meant for current educational
staff at different facilities. Again, this is not an exhaustive list; it is meant as a guideline
that can be modified to better meet the facilities’ needs.
Slides seven and eight ask questions about how facilities are currently assessing
student needs. This is done differently depending on the current population of the
correctional facility; however, almost every institution should already have some sort of
reading assessment in place already. It is imperative for participants to know that
assessment is what guides either the instruction and/or intervention. This concept is
commonly known and practiced among educational staff, but may be a new concept for
those who don’t come from an educational background and are responsible for
providing or overseeing the education of detainees.
Slides nine through sixteen present two common assessments (TABE and the
Woodcock Johnson) and one uncommon assessment that have been beneficial in
juvenile correction settings. The first assessment is the Test of Adult Basic Education,
more commonly known as the TABE. This assessment that is a mandatory screener used
in all federal prisons for inmates who don’t have either their GED or high school
diploma. This assessment is for reading and math skills, but we will be focusing on the
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reading scores of the assessment (Brown & Rios, 2014; McCulley et al., 2014; Robinson,
2018).
The next slide reviews the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test (WRMT), a preferred
screening tool for educational staff (Houchins et al., 2008; Mulcahy et al., 2008; Scarlato
& Ashara, 2014; Shippen 2008; Shippen et al., 2012) as it breaks down student needs
into the different reading areas (decoding, fluency, and reading comprehension). It
should be noted that most educators in correctional settings are not focusing on the
lower-level reading skills such as letter identification and phonemic awareness as almost
all students who come into correctional settings should already possess that
foundational knowledge. If not, it will be apparent that the student needs a reading
intervention and a more involved assessment wouldn’t be necessary. This alleviates
time in assessment as well as frustration tolerance of the student when asked to
complete a task that is beyond their reading level. The WRMT is an evidence-based
assessment that is done individually and takes approximately 45 minutes to complete.
Additionally, to be effective, the WRMT needs to be administered by an individual who
has been properly trained.
The last assessment reviewed in the slide deck is the Basic Reading Inventory
(BRI) that has been used in both schools and juvenile correctional settings. This
assessment was used in the study completed by Zhu et al. (2010). This assessment was
specifically included as it can be administered in a shorter amount of time and without a
trained professional versus the TABE and WRMT. To give participants first-hand
experience in the SRI administration, the presenter will provide an example of the SRI by

asking that participants silently read the

6th
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grade passage from the screen. Afterwards,

the presenter will ask ten comprehension questions while the participants mentally
track their correct/incorrect answers.
Slide 17 shows an example of the reading pyramid. It is essential that the
participants understand that reading is a skill that builds on itself. Teachers cannot
deepen silent reading comprehension when students are still working on phonics and
decoding. This model helps analyze the various interventions and determine what is
helpful in certain institutions.
Slides 18-32 depict all the interventions that were studied in the literature
review. Each slide has the essential information that facilities need to know, including
the following: what does the intervention target, how much time (at a minimum) is
needed, what materials are needed, and what would be the best sizing for the
intervention This information is condensed as much as possible for participants to see
what is available to them and what can best meet their needs.
Slide 19 discusses the most common reading intervention that was implemented
within correctional settings, Corrective Reading, as taken from the following studies:
Allen-Deboer et al., 2006; Drakeford, 2002; Houchins et al., 2008; Malmgren & Leone,
2000; Scarlato, & Ashara, 2014; Shippen, 2008. According to the research compiled, this
intervention observed the greatest reading gains made were in the area of reading
fluency.
Slide 20 reviews READ 180 with information from the following studies: Coulter,
2004; Houchins et al., 2018; McCray et al., 2018; Robinson, 2018; Shaw & Berg, 2009;
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Warnick & Caldarella, 2016; Zhu et al., 2010. The researchers all found that READ 180
had the greatest influence on students’ reading comprehension scores. While READ 180
is a common intervention that is used in K-12 schools, it may or may not be a good fit
for all institutions. One of the aspects to be considered is that students will likely need
minimally supervised access to the internet, which may or may not be possible at the
various sites.
Slides 21-23 provide more information on the study conducted by Coulter (2004)
where she created her own blend of Corrective Reading and direct instruction to
increase student reading fluency and vocabulary. This includes a video as the process
described in the study was a blend of two instructions and the description could not
easily be included in just one slide.
Slides 24 and 25 detail the Word Study curriculum that was studied by Shaw and
Berg (2009). This intervention specifically targets students’ reading fluency. Slide 25
provides a video of an example of a Word Study curriculum that is still commonly being
used in the K-12 classroom. The Words Their Way curriculum is based on the idea of
sorting words according to their prefixes and suffixes. This curriculum can be used with
and without technology.
Slide 26 is a description of the Pure and Complete Phonics (PCP) curriculum that
was researched by Robinson (2008). While the PCP curriculum had a positive impact on
student’s reading, it should only be used with learners who are on the basic level of the
reading pyramid. Again, this is only intended for students who need to work on phonics
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and decoding and will not benefit students who need to improve their vocabulary
and/or reading comprehension.
Slide 27 presents the Spelling and Reading with Riggs intervention as studied by
Warnick and Caldarella (2016). This is another intervention that uses multi-sensory
instruction to increase students’ phonemic awareness and decoding. It appears that this
curriculum is now called “The Writing and Spelling Road to Reading and Thinking” which
is still published by the Riggs Institute.
Slide 28 discusses the Florida Ready to Work Program and how that has been
used in correctional facilities that was studied by Brown and Rios (2014). This
intervention was meant to be used for adults in jails and prisons who would soon be
entering the work force. This intervention is meant to be completed mostly
independently with the use of technology. Brown and Rios (2014) found that the Florida
Ready to Work Program was able to increase a student’s reading comprehension, math
skills, ability to locate information, and communication skills which are all essential skills
to being successful in the workforce.
Slide 29 referenced the Fast ForWORD intervention that was completed by
Shippen et al., in 2012. This is another intervention method that relies on independent
work on the computer and is intended to target lower-level readers who are still
working on their phonological awareness and decoding skills.
Slide 30 references the Tune into Reading intervention by Calderone et al., as
completed in 2009. This was an innovative curriculum that uses music and reading to
help motivate students to read into a microphone and self-correct their fluency skills.
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This method relies heavily on the student being able to work on the computer
independently and remain motivated to finish the lesson.
Slide 31 contains the last of the interventions that outlines the Text-to-Speech
curriculum based on information that was completed by McCulley et al. in 2014. This
intervention showed an increase in students decoding, fluency and vocabulary over a
period of five months. This curriculum is meant to be delivered both independently as
well as in a small group setting.
Finally, slides 32-36 provide further considerations for participants to consider.
When participants leave, they should understand that there are several reading
interventions that can be implemented in the very restricted setting of the correctional
facility. However, it is vital that the educators choose a reading intervention that targets
the students’ specific needs based on the reading pyramid. They should also leave with
the knowledge that assessment guides instruction and it is difficult to choose proper
instruction or intervention without an assessment that gives meaningful data.
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CHAPTER IV: DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY
Summary of Literature
While correctional settings continue to change and grow over time, one aspect
has appeared to remain consistent, the need for reading education within these
settings. Youth and adults who are coming into correctional facilities are in need of
support with reading, writing, and math in order to access valuable resources within the
community and be a productive member of society upon their release. Throughout the
myriad of changes in approaches to rehabilitation in correctional settings, it is clear that
education is highly valued and can reduce recidivism. Any step that can be taken to
increase the reading skills of youth and adults is a step towards liberation.
While the goal for all of the studies completed was to see an increase in reading
skills, they all had different approaches and findings. Six of the studies utilized the
Corrective Reading curriculum within the correctional setting and saw an increase in
student’s reading fluency (Allen-Deboer et al., 2006; Drakeford, 2002; Houchins et al.,
2008; Malmgren, & Leone, 2000; Scarlato & Ashara, 2014; Shippen, 2008;). While the
researchers varied in their time and group sizing, all of the studies were able to
demonstrate a reading fluency gain. When it comes to reading skills, fluency needs to be
established before students can progress to higher level reading skills such as
vocabulary or reading comprehension.
Another common reading intervention throughout educational institutions is the
READ 180 program (Houchins et al., 2018; Zhu et al., 2010). This is a blend of instruction
that also utilizes technology to enhance students reading abilities and independent
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learning (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt Corporate, 2021). This may not be ideal for all
institutions because of the technology component. Regardless, the researchers were
able to determine that reading comprehension gains were made after a minimum of ten
weeks and a maximum of 31 weeks.
The study done by Coulter in 2004, included ideas from the Corrective Reading
method, but also added in a direct instruction component. Coulter decided to create her
own reading intervention that has students reading books on topics of interest and it
requires very little curriculum and money to implement. While this study attempted to
foster engagement in reading texts that are of interest, it relies heavily on the tutor to
prepare materials beforehand. Coulter (2004) was able to conclude that students made
gains in both vocabulary and reading fluency.
Another intervention that observed success with increasing reading fluency was
the Word Study intervention completed by Shaw and Berg in 2009. This study was very
flexible in its implementation in both a small and large group. This study also was able to
see minor success after only ten sessions. While this study only indirectly increased
students’ reading fluency, it was noted by the authors that 80% of the students’
responses indicated that it made them more confident readers.
Two studies were included that were based on the Orton-Gillingham theory of
phonics; Pure and Complete Phonics (Robinson, 2008) and Spelling and Reading with
Riggs (Warnick & Caldarella, 2016). These two interventions targeted students who are
still learning the fundamental reading skills of decoding and phonics. Both studies were
able to see progress in students’ abilities to decode words. While these interventions
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saw an important increase in fundamental reading skills, it is important for the
educators who implement these interventions to ensure that they are being given to the
appropriate students. For example, a student who is currently reading fluently will not
need these two interventions and it would be redundant; this is why proper assessment
is so important.
A total of four studies were able to implement technology within their
correctional setting to determine if students were able to find success with increasing
their reading abilities independently with only minimal support from educational staff.
While the Tune into Reading (Calderone et al., 2009) and the Text-to-Speech (McCulley
et al., 2014) interventions targeted fluency, the Fast ForWORD intervention (Shippen et
al., 2012) meant to address the students’ phonological awareness and decoding skills
and the Florida Ready to Work (Brown & Rios, 2014) program sought to increase
students’ reading comprehension. All programs were able to determine some levels of
success and growth in the various areas.
With the wide variety of facilities, staffing, and students served in various
correctional institutions across the United States, it is important that educators consider
all assets of the programs and students before selecting an intervention to help increase
student reading abilities. Educators in correctional settings can have more barriers to
education. However, with proper assessment and implementation, reading gains can be
made and educational staff can help increase the confidence and skills in a vulnerable
population.
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Limitations of the Research
To locate the literature for this thesis, searches of educational journals was
completed on the following forums; ERIC, Academic Search Premier, and EBSCO
MegaFILE. The search was limited to publications from 2000-2020. This list was further
narrowed by only reviewing published empirical studies from peer-reviewed journals
that focused on reading and literacy programs that targeted youth and adults in
correctional facilities across the United States. The key words that were used in these
searches included “literacy programs in corrections,” “reading interventions for
incarcerated individuals,” “technology and reading in detention centers,” and “reading
literacy.”
While there were several studies reviewed in this thesis, it was very difficult to
find an adequate number of studies in a specific area of reading. Initially, I wanted to
know what interventions were specifically created to increase student’s vocabulary and
reading comprehension in correctional institutions. However, I had to open my focus to
learn about all different interventions that targeted multiple different areas of reading.
Even so, I struggled to find enough qualitative studies completed in the past 10 years to
compare.
Additionally, many of the studies had an insufficient number of participants in
the study which results in insufficient sample sizes for accurate measurement of growth.
In juvenile corrections, many researchers noted that it was difficult to get parents’
permission for participation in the studies. Almost all researchers commented that the
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population was very transient and many participants had to leave before the study was
completed and their data was eliminated.
One of the limitations that continued to be discussed in the research reviewed
was the inability to access participants due to access denied by the correctional facility
or correctional staff. In a few studies, the full data was unable to be collected due to
participants placed in isolation or due to a facility-wide lockdown. Additionally, this
required cooperation from the correctional partners such as allowing students out of
their rooms or cells at specific times which was occasionally missed. This led to
inconsistent data collection on behalf of the researchers.
Implications for Future Research
While the prison population continues to grow, it is important that researchers
continue to focus on how best to educate youth and adults in correctional facilities. One
of the areas that would be beneficial to continue to study is in reading comprehension.
This is the area that most educators say they want to focus on as it is a need of their
students, but a lot of educators’ stated that they don’t know of and/or don’t use any
class wide interventions that can be done outside of reading aloud and/or stopping to
ask comprehension questions.
Additionally, researchers should continue to focus on interventions that are
easily implemented by both educational and non-educational staff. Not all correctional
institutions will have the same amount of assets and staffing patterns. Many jails and
prisons struggle to get staff with an educational background in their schools. This is
especially true for special education teachers. In these institutions it is still important
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that students are getting access to the education they need, regardless of their disability
label. Ensuring that instructional materials are easily learned by various staff and easy
to implement is one way to ensure access to education for all.
Implications for Professional Application
While this research was specifically targeted towards individuals working in
correctional settings much of this research is also applicable to staff in K-12 schools.
While correctional facilities face very unique challenges such as the limitations of
technology and the presence of correctional staff, many of the challenges can remain
the same. Staff in K-12 schools often have a large caseload and not a lot of time with all
their students. They can also struggle to pick interventions that are appropriate for their
student population. I would encourage any educator who works with students directly
on their reading instruction to review the interventions that are categorized based on
what area of reading they target (Appendix A slides 32 and 33). It is important to
remember that reading builds on itself and students cannot make large gains in their
reading comprehension if they are still working on their decoding skills. The list that was
created is not an exhaustive list, but educators are able to add their own experience
with other evidence based practices with the needs of their current population in mind.
Conclusion
With the growing correctional population, educators are also seeing an increased
need in educational services, particularly in the area of reading, to increase inmates’
access to assets in their community. With proper assessment, correctional staff can
select a proper intervention to implement with various populations of students. With
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regular implementation students will see an increase in their reading skills that can be
transferred to their lives upon re-entry into the community and hopefully decrease
recidivism.
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Appendix A
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Please consider this essential question as the basis for this presentation. We will revisit
this at the end to make sure this was met.

Give participants handout (Appendix B) and time to reflect on their current facility.
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Give participants handout (Appendix B) and time to reflect on their current facility.

Give participants Appendix C for potential use at their facility to be used with staff.
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This is an essential concepts for participants to understand. Assessment is important.
However, action on that assessment is equally as important and essential for reading
growth.

70

This assessment in mandatory for adults who don’t have their High school diploma or
GED in the Federal Bureau of Prisons and across many other non-federal institutions.
Brown and Rios, 2014; Robinson, 2018; McCulley et al., 2014.
If a student is not able to get a passing score on this assessment, it is recommended that
they take either the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test or Standard Reading Inventory
(see next slides) to see more specifically what reading areas the student is struggling in.

71

By the time students are entered into corrections we can assume that almost all of them
are able to identify letters and that they have phonological awareness. If not, there will
need to be separate interventions. Note that this test takes an average time of 45
minutes.

This was referenced in the study done by Zhu et al., 2010. Students who were able to
complete the READ 180 program saw an increase in 16 SRI points. This is a tool that is
commonly used in correctional institutions as it can be used without formal training.
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This is an example of a similar text found in the SRI assessment at the 6 grade level. I
will ask participants to read the slide silently in their head and then ask 10 follow up
comprehension questions.
th

1. What is the passage about?
2. What was the name of James’ school?
3. What started James?
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4. Where was James going when he first heard the stranger?
5. Where did James then see the stranger?
6. When did James finally recognize the stranger?
7. What did James and Jeremiah do together in Kindergarten?
8. Why do you think James had trouble remembering Jeremiah?
9. How would you feel if you met a forgotten friend?
10. What does the word ‘familiar’ mean?

These are the answers to the questions so participants will review to see how many
answers they got correct.
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0-1 questions missed is independent
1.5-2 questions missed is independent or instructional
2.5 questions missed is instructional
3- 4.5 questions missed is instructional/frustration
5 + wrong is frustration
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The reading pyramid is an essential concept to understand before selecting a reading
intervention. Students need to have a solid grasp on the fundamentals of reading
(phonemic awareness, phonics/decoding, fluency) before they can make strides in the
higher level reading skills such as vocabulary and comprehension. Once students are
assessed, educators should have a better idea of which of these five key areas they need
to improve upon. Understanding this pyramid will help to select an appropriate reading
intervention. We will see this broken down further on slides 33 and 34.
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Allen-Deboer et al., 2006; Drakeford, 2002; Houchins et al., 2008; Malmgren and Leone,
2000; Scarlato and Ashara, 2014; Shippen, 2008.

Houchins et al., 2018; Zhu et al., 2010
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Coulter, 2004

Coulter, 2004
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Coulter, 2004

It is notable that this marginally increased students reading fluency, but 80% of the
students responded that this made them more confident readers. Shaw and Berg, 2009.
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Watch video. Shaw and Berg, 2009.

Pure and Complete Phonics is a curriculum that focuses on the Orton Gillingham theory
of phonics while integrating multi-sensory instruction. Robinson, 2008.
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Spelling and Reading with Riggs is another multi-sensory curriculum that is based on
Orton Gillingham model of reading instruction. Warnick and Caldarella, 2016.

The Florida Ready to Work Program (FRTW) was a computer program meant to prepare
participants to enter the workforce, specifically in the areas of reading comprehension,
math, locating information, decision making, and communication. Brown and Rios,
2014.
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Shippen, Morton, Flynt, Houchins, and Smitherman, 2012.

Calderone, Homan, Chatfield, Bennett, and Dedrick, 2009.
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Watch video. McCulley, Gillespie and Murr, 2014.

Slides 32 and 33 has placed the interventions into the area of reading where they saw
an increase based on the results of the various studies.

83

It is interesting to note that there are less interventions for these higher level reading
skills.

Participants should walk away with the following thoughts: assessment is key to guide
instruction, but it should not end here. There are many reading interventions that can
be done in the most restrictive of settings, but reading interventions must target
student needs as well as fit the resources available at the individual institutions.
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Was this objective met?
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Appendix B

Assessment of Current Facility
Think of your facility and what it currently offers to students as it pertains to their
education. Below you will have space to jot down notes in response to these questions.


What reading classes/interventions are currently being offered at your facility?



What classes are currently being offered that specifically target reading?



How often are these classes being offered?



What area of reading is being targeted? (Phonemic Awareness, Phonics/Decoding,
Fluency/ Vocabulary, Comprehension)



What materials (curriculum) do we already have?



What reading materials do we currently have?



How often are students able to access these materials?



When was the last time new reading materials were introduced?



Do you have a wide variety of reading levels? Topics?



Would it be possible to use other inmates as tutors?



Does this facility have access to computers for student use?
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Appendix C
Staff Literacy Questionnaire
Name:
Department:

Date:
School Role:

This questionnaire is a way to gather your thoughts on the literacy methods that are
currently implemented in this facility. Additionally, it is meant to help guide the
leadership team to help better meet the needs of staff and students. Please circle your
answer below. Your answers can be confidential if you would prefer.
1. I feel that I have access to student reading data within a short amount of time
(approximately one week) of the student being enrolled.
Strongly Agree

Somewhat Agree

Somewhat Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Comments:
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

2. I feel that the reading data I have is meaningful.
Strongly Agree

Somewhat Agree

Somewhat Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Comments:
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

3. I feel that I can teach students to be engaged and competent readers.
Strongly Agree

Somewhat Agree

Somewhat Disagree

Strongly Disagree
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Comments:
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

4. I feel that I have adequate time and knowledge to differentiate reading materials based
on the different reading needs of the students.
Strongly Agree

Somewhat Agree

Somewhat Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Comments:
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

5. I feel that I have adequate reading materials to meet the needs of our students.
Strongly Agree

Somewhat Agree

Somewhat Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Comments:
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

6. I feel that I have adequate knowledge and training to improve reading within the
classroom.
Strongly Agree

Somewhat Agree

Somewhat Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Comments:
________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________
7. How many minutes per day does my class spend on targeted reading instruction?
(Reading instruction that specifically targets phonics, fluency, vocabulary, or reading
comprehension)
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

0- 10 minutes per day
11-20 minutes per day
21-30 minutes per day
31-40 minutes per day
40 or more minutes per day

Comments:
________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________
8. What do you feel are your biggest roadblocks to providing quality reading instruction?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
9. What is currently going well in providing reading instruction?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
10. Any suggestions for the leadership team in regards to reading/literacy instruction?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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